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TOWARDS A UNIFIED VISION AND ASSESSMENT OF THE MULTIFACETED 





The term ‘global citizenship’ has gained increasing prominence in higher education discourse 
over the past decade (Knight, 2013). But what do we mean by ‘global citizens’? What are the 
core traits that determine global citizenship and how do we determine whether the impact of 
international initiatives in higher education fosters these identified traits? The aim of this chapter 
is to explore the multifaceted concept of global citizenship, to provide a critical reflection on the 
different ways in which global citizenship has been assessed, and to make a call to action for a 
comprehensive tool that encompasses all relevant global citizen concepts. 
During the past thirty years, the international dimension has increasingly become a focus 
in higher education. Initiatives designed to increase cooperation and exchange in teaching and 
research during the 1980s helped stimulate an increase in proactive, rather than reactive, 
approaches to higher education institutional strategies in Europe (de Wit, 2010). While early 
international initiatives were typically viewed as an ‘add on’ to core strategy in higher education, 
they are increasingly viewed as central (International Association of Universities, 2003). In 
1998, the international dimension was identified as a quality indicator in the World Conference 
on Higher Education Meeting of Higher Education Partners (WCHE) World Declaration. The 
declaration emphasized the importance of staff and student mobility and knowledge exchange in 
teaching and research. Recently, in the United States, 48% of higher educational institutions 
reported international or global education to be among its top five strategic priorities in 2011, 
compared to 24% in 2001 (American Council on Education, 2012). A survey of 156 higher 
education institutions worldwide revealed that 70% of institutions reported an international 
strategic plan (International Association of Universities, 2003). By 2025 it is expected that the 
demand for international education will increase to 7.2 million students, from 1.2 million 
students in 2000 (Knight, 2013). 
A new lexicon of terms and associated meanings that describe the international 
dimension of higher education has emerged, including those that are curriculum focused 
(intercultural education, global studies, international studies, peace education, multicultural 
education), mobility focused (academic mobility, education abroad, study abroad), and cross 
border focused (global education, education across borders, borderless education, transnational 
education) (de Wit, 2010). Knight (2013) has charted the evolution of international education 
terminology: from terms used in the last 50 years (international education, international 
development cooperation, and comparative education); the last 30 years (internationalization, 
multicultural education and intercultural education); the last 20 years (globalization, borderless 
education, transnational education); and the last 10 years (glocalisation, knowledge enterprise 
and global citizenship).  
Global citizenship discourse has its roots in ancient Greece, and is underpinned by the 
central goal of harmony between people in the Polis (de Witt, 2010). It is sometimes linked to 
the concept of cosmopolitanism, an intellectual and aesthetic position of openness towards 
people, places and experiences from different countries (Matthews & Sidhu, 2005). However, 
banal cosmopolitanism—consumption of global travel, food, brands, icons—‘does not 
necessarily extend to ethical and moral commitments to a global community’ (Matthews & 
  
 
Sidhu, 2005). Moreover, concerns have been raised about international initiatives in higher 
education amounting to producing learners as ‘intellectual tourists, voyeurs and vagabonds’, 
‘agents of civility and democratic nation builders’ or as ‘multicultural consumers of ethnic, racial 
and (inter)national difference' (Roman, 2003; Bannerji, 2000). Thus global citizenship pedagogy 
tends to center around an understanding of loyalties, memberships, identities, rights, 
responsibilities, in the context of globalization (Matthews & Sidhu, 2005). The concept of 
citizenship has circulated in the realm of political science with an emphasis on the political and 
social ties that bind citizens in pursuit of the collective good (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). 
Rousseau’s notion of the social contract is based on the concept of free will, in the context of 
reciprocal rights and responsibilities (Bertram, 2003). Waltzer (1978) defines citizenship in 
relation to membership, rights and responsibilities. The UNESCO view of global citizenship 
education centers on ‘the values of tolerance, universality, mutual understanding, respect for 
cultural diversity and the promotion of a culture of peace … inspiring action by international 
organizations, states, civil society and individual citizens’ (Pigozzi, 2006). 
Nussbaum (2002) notes that the ‘liberal arts education’ model in colleges and universities 
should be reformed to equip students with the challenges of global citizenship, including: the 
Socratic ability to criticize one’s own traditions and carry on an argument in terms of mutual 
respect for reason; the ability to think as a citizen of the world and not just a local region or 
group; and the ‘narrative imagination’, or the ability to imagine what it would be like to be in the 
position of someone very different from oneself. Indeed, liberal arts education can be traced back 
to ancient Greece as the mark of an educated person and essential to participating in civic life. 
Here, the role of education was seen to shape good citizens with an understanding of civic duties, 
rights and responsibilities (Ornstein and Levine, 1985). According to Gacel-Avila (2005), the 
goal of global citizenship education should be: to foster understanding in students of the 
interdependence between people and societies; to develop an understanding of their own and 
other cultures, and respect for pluralism; and to develop global consciousness, including 
understanding of and receptivity to foreign cultures, and issues of socioeconomic concerns and 
ecology. Schecter (1993) maintains that global citizenship education should be pragmatic 
(gaining knowledge and skills for employability in a global context), liberal (intercultural 
sensibility and capacity for appreciating cultural differences), and civic (with a sense of 
multidimensional citizenship). McGregor (1999) suggests that global citizenship education 
should include a civil component (community involvement including learning through 
participating in the community and community development), a political component (skills in 
decision making, conflict resolution, public life skills), and a social and moral responsibility 
component. 
While some argue that global citizenship constructs may be too abstract to be 
meaningfully operationalized (Davies, 2006), there have been several attempts to do so.  The 
assessment tools created reflect different approaches to international initiatives in higher 
education, whether by ‘competencies’ (attitudes, skills and knowledge), ‘rationale’ (defined by 
intended outcomes), or ‘process’ (progressive integration of an international perspective) (De 
Wit, 2002). Roman (2003) suggests that there is a distinction between dominant 
conceptualizations of global citizenship as being either from ‘above’ (‘national and global 
competitiveness, efficiency, consumption, and productive citizenship’) or ‘below’ (‘values of 
civic global responsibility, service to community, respect for the environment, and a shared sense 
of belonging to a common human community across national borders’). It has been suggested 
that the dominance of ‘wanting to travel’ and ‘wanting to contribute’ as main reasons for seeking 
  
 
cross border student experiences indicates a complex set of motivations that may be interpreted 
as being both from ‘above’ (the gaining of cultural capital through the collection of experience 
abroad) and ‘below’ (altruism and responsibility to others) (Sin, 2009; Roman, 2003). Many 
scales focus on constructs relating to global ‘competence’, ‘effectiveness’, ‘adaptability’, 
‘sensitivity’ and ‘intelligence’. For instance, Hunter’s (2004) model encompasses experiences 
(effective global participation, collaboration across cultures), skills (identifying difference, 
ability to assess intercultural performance), knowledge (globalization, world history), and 
attitudes (non-judgmental, risk taking, openness, and diversity). Der Karabetian (1993) uses 
Sampson and Smith’s (1957) model of ‘World Communication Competence’ in their assessment. 
It includes constructs such as general cultural understanding, culture-specific understanding, and 
positive regard for the other. Arasarthnam’s (2009) Intercultural Communication Competence 
Scale includes cognitive (communication competence complexity), affective (empathy), and 
behavioral (adapting behaviors or communication, seeking interaction, friendships with people of 
other cultures) dimensions. Chen and Starosta (2000) focus on the affective aspects of 
intercultural communication, namely open-mindedness, suspending judgment, self-monitoring, 
interaction involvement and empathy.  
‘Multicultural effectiveness’ is defined by van der Zee and van Oudenhoven (2000) as: 
the ability to work well in a new cultural environment; the ability to manage people from other 
cultures with a sense of wellbeing; and having attitudes such as flexibility, extraversion, open-
mindedness, orientation to action, emotional stability, and curiosity or adventurousness. Kelly 
and Meyers (1992) focus on ‘cross cultural adaptability’ with dimensions including personal 
autonomy, emotional resilience, perceptual acuity, and flexibility. The Inter-cultural Adjustment 
Potential Scale (Matsumoto et al., 2001) assesses psychological skills for intercultural 
adjustment including empathy, openness, emotion regulation, tolerance for ambiguity, 
interpersonal security, flexibility, emotional commitment to traditional ways of thinking, and 
critical thinking.  
Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) assess intercultural sensitivity using the ICSI by exploring an 
individual’s ability to modify their behavior in an international context with respect to 
individualism and collectivism, flexibility in the unfamiliar, and open-mindedness to differences. 
Preuegger and Rogers (1993) assess cross-cultural sensitivity using the CCSS with constructs 
including cultural knowledge, attitudes, beliefs and lifestyles. The Developmental Model of 
Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) (Hammer et al., 2003) assesses an individual’s reactions to 
cultural difference according to six stages. The first three stages (denial, defense and 
minimization) are described as ‘ethnocentric’ (an individual’s own culture is experienced as 
central to reality) whereas the last three stages (acceptance, adaptation and integration) are 
described as ‘ethnorelative’ (an individual’s culture is experienced in the context of other 
cultures). 
Gudykunst, Wiseman and Hammer (1998) assess cross-cultural attitudes, including 
dimensions that are affective (ethnocentrism), cognitive (stereotypes) and conative (social 
distance). Ang et al. (2011) assess cultural intelligence with the use of dimensions that are 
metacognitive (how cultural knowledge and understanding are acquired), cognitive (general 
knowledge about culture), motivational (energy applied to learn and function in cross-cultural 
situations by magnitude), and behavioral (when interacting with people from other cultures, the 
ability to act appropriately).  
Other scales focus on concepts such as ‘responsibility’ and ‘justice’ and may or may not 
include competencies. For instance, the Global Responsibility Scale (Starrett, 1996) includes 
  
 
dimensions of global social obligation, responsibility for people, and social conservativism. The 
Global Beliefs in a Just World Scale (Lipkus, 1991) assesses constructs such as interpersonal 
justice, social political justice and cynicism/fatalism. Shultz et al. (2008) incorporate four 
domains into their assessment, namely: civic principles, civic participation, civic identities, and 
civic society and systems. Morais and Ogden (2011) assess global citizenship according to social 
responsibility (altruism, disparities and global justice, empathy and altruism, personal 
responsibility and global interconnectedness), global civic engagement (global civic activism, 
political voice, involvement in civic organizations), and global competence (intercultural 
communication, self-awareness, global knowledge). The Global Perspective Inventory 
(Braskamp et al. 2014) assesses interpersonal (social interaction and social knowledge), 
intrapersonal (affect and identity), and cognitive (knowledge and knowing) dimensions. Across 
different assessments there is much conceptual overlap and divergence, even among constructs 
that on the surface appear to overlap. For instance, ‘empathy’ is conceptualized as a ‘social 
responsibility’ (Morais & Ogden, 2011), an affective dimension of communication competence 
(Arasaratnum, 2009; Chen & Starosta, 2000), and a psychological skill for intercultural 
adjustment (Matsumoto et al., 2001).  
Suggested and actual uses for assessments designed to measure global citizenship 
constructs include program development (Morais & Ogden, 2011; Hunter, 2004; Sperandio et al., 
2010), program evaluation (Glover et al., 2011; Hett, 1993), assessing impact of abroad 
experiences (Morais & Ogden, 2011; Tarrant et al., 2013; Matsumoto et al., 2004), measuring 
international student adjustment (Braskamp et al., 2008; Shultz et al., 2008), comparison of 
populations (Hett, 1993; Goldstein & Smith, 1999; Bhawuk, 1998), identification of correlates of 
GC (Lipkus, 1991; Starrett, 1996; Bush et al., 2001; Arasaratnam and Banerjee, 2011; 
Arasaratnam, 2009; Ang et al., 2007) and as predictive tools (Reysen et al., 2013; Ang et al., 
2011; Ward et al., 2011; Reuben, 1976; van der Zee & van Oudenhovem, 2003; Suanet & van 
der Vijver, 2009).  
Most global citizenship constructs are assessed using self-reporting instruments that 
maintain some inherent limitations. Social desirability—the tendency to rate oneself according to 
socially approved behavior—is a longstanding concern with self-assessment tools (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994).  There is also much evidence to demonstrate discrepancies between self-
evaluations and evaluations made by others (Brown & Knight, 2002). Moreover, self-
assessments are based on the assumption that responses reveal preexisting states of mind, rather 
than ones generated by the questions themselves. Might the cognitions actually be created by 
completing the questionnaire (Ogden, 2012)?  When asking an individual to locate themselves on 
a Likert-type scale for a given concept, one must consider the extent to which such reality is 
framed. Are assessors constructing an aspect of an individual’s self-concept that may or may not 
have existed before the assessment? Indeed, some researchers have revealed how the framing of 
questions can be used to manipulate thoughts and feelings—particularly if the behavior being 
assessed is unfamiliar—though research suggests that even a focus on familiar behavior can 
create a shift in cognitive set (Wenzlaff & Wegner, 2000; Ogden, 2012). Moreover, completing a 
questionnaire can also change a person’s subsequent behavior (Ogden, 2012). Do individuals 
have insight into constructs that they are being asked to self-evaluate? Are individuals really able 
to differentiate their thoughts, feelings or behaviors to the level of detail required by numerical 
scales (on scale from 1-7, for instance) (Ogden, 2012)?   
Notwithstanding limitations of the self-assessment methods, they do give individuals the 
opportunity to report their own experience. As higher education institutions increasingly value 
  
 
the international dimension as a quality indicator and strategic priority (American Council on 
Education, 2012; International Association of Universities, 2003) assessments of such initiatives 
gain importance. At the same time there is the recognition of the limitations of Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs) of internationalization, such as percentages of incoming or outgoing students 
for benchmarking purposes, and that sustainable process should take into account qualitative 
aspects within the context of the institution’s own goals and capacities (Gruenewald, 2014). If 
higher education institutions hope to produce global citizens by encouraging an international 
dimension, it could be argued that a comprehensive assessment of global citizenship would 
provide insight into the particular benefits of such initiatives to the students. A comprehensive 
scale that incorporates all relevant constructs of global citizenship, including those captured by 
pre-existing assessments, as well as those that have not been operationalized by assessment tool 
is needed. An all-encompassing assessment of the multifaceted construct of global citizenship 
could be used for the purpose of program development and evaluation, comparison of 
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